(134) Add a new Note under Art. 46.1 as follows: "Note 0. An author citation, typically placed next to a name, may function as attribution (Art. 46.2 and 46.5) or ascription (Art. 46.3) of a name to a certain author (or authors), or may serve as an indirect reference to the basionym or replaced synonym (Art. 38.14 and Art. 46 Note 4). In certain cases an author citation may appear as an error (Art. 46.3 and 46.4) ."
Stated authorship of a name may have a variety of meanings under the Code. As guidance to the users, we propose to articulate these options explicitly in an introductory note. The new Art. 46.3 Note 4 is the subject of Prop. 139 below. "A new combination, name at new rank, or replacement name is attributed to the author(s) to whom it was ascribed when, in the publication in which it appears, it is explicitly stated that the same author(s) contributed in some a relevant way to that publication." "Ex. 7. Green (1985) ascribed the new combination Neotysonia phyllostegia to Wilson and elsewhere in the same publication acknowledged his assistance him for "nomenclatural advice". The name is therefore cited as N. phyllostegia (F. Muell.) Paul G. Wilson." In this context the word "some" is too ambiguous and cannot be used in practice. The word "relevant" is more specific and narrows the meaning by the requirement that a contribution of another author should be expressed in a way that is applicable to the case.
To reflect this change, Ex. 7 is slightly reworded to become more specific in arguments. Komarov, Fl. SSSR 7: 349. 1937 ), a designation that has not been validly published because it was not accompanied with a description or diagnosis in Latin. As the ranks of the validly published name and the original designation were different, the new name cannot be attributed to Kreczetovicz." "Ex. 24quater. Don (in Sweet, Hort. Brit., ed. 3: 636. 1839 ) validly published subtribe Pleurothallidinae G. Don (as "Pleurothalleae") with a reference to "Section I. Pleurothalleae" of Lindley (Gen. Sp. Orchid. Pl.: 3. 1830), whose rank was denoted by a misplaced term (contrary to Art. 37.6). Since Lindley and Don used different rank-denoting terms, Lindley's name cannot be cited in the authorship."
We propose to change "attributed" to "credited" in Art. 46.4 and Ex. 19 and 24 in order to avoid conflict with Art. 46.2, which suggests that attribution is the authorship of a name that is treated as correct under the rules. A note on formal error in Ex. 19 is deleted as unnecessary.
The present Ex. 19 is not really fitting Art. 46.3 but is rather dealing with epithets taken up from invalidly published designations. It belongs to Art. 46.4 and should be moved to that place.
The effect of Prop. 092 (Nakada & Nagamasu in Taxon 64: 1066. 2015) is incorporated into this text, expanding the effect of that proposal also to the ranks of genus and above. This change completely removes the unnecessary restriction in the present wording of Art. 46.4, to regulate the authorship of not only combinations but also uninomials (generic and possibly suprageneric names).
One new example is borrowed from the analysis of the nomenclature of some Orobanchaceae by Nicolson (in Taxon 24: 651-657. 1975 ) who used this practice long before it was explicitly formulated in the rules. The other new example represents a situation where the invalidly published designation whose epithet was taken up is the same combination but at a rank different from that of the validly published name. The third new example represents a case of suprageneric names. Közlem. 14: 104. 1915 ) is a potential basionym applying to the same taxon, the indication of "Jáv." is to be treated as an indirect reference to a basionym, not also as ascription, and the name is therefore cited as S. danubialis (Jáv.) Prodan."
This auxiliary clarification, together with the word "mere" added to Art. 46.3 (Prop. 138 above), resolves situations when a name is ascribed to an author who is acknowledged for having contributed to the protologue and at the same time an applicable basionym or replaced synonym by the same author exists. If a reference to the basionym or replaced synonym is indirect, it cannot be distinguished from ascription when Art. 46.2 (second sentence) is applicable. In such cases, the strict wording of Art. 46.3 ("nor does reference to a basionym or a replaced synonym") appears to be contradictory to the conditions of Art. 46.2 (second sentence) because it precludes treating an indirect basionym or replaced synonym reference also as an ascription in those cases when parenthetical authors have not been used. The deleted provision is redundant if the unpublished designation, which appeared in synonymy of a new name, is different from the new name (Art. 46.4). If the unpublished designation is the same as the new name, this provision is difficult to apply because in many older books authorship and place of original publication are not indicated directly next to the plant name but under the same name in synonymy. Not accepting such author citations as ascription is contrary to common practice. Since a publication as a whole should be examined in order to establish the correct author citation (Art. 46.8), we propose to change the current Ex. 13 because of the other evidence found on other pages of the same publication. The revised example may be better placed under Art. 46.8, to which it is most closely relevant. Sennikov & Somlyay • (133-151) Art. 6, 36, 46, 48 It would be good to cover also the cases when designations not validly published were validated with minor alterations in spelling. In analogy with the provisions of Art. 61.1, insignificant difference in variants may be allowed and the original authorship may therefore be retained.
The example illustrating the effect of this provision is borrowed from Euro + Med PlantBase (http://ww2.bgbm.org/EuroPlusMed/ PTaxonDetail.asp?NameId=7530715&PTRefFk=7000000). . The name and original description of Verrucaria aethiobola Wahlenb. (in Acharius, Methodus, Suppl.: 17. 1803) was were published in a single paragraph ascribed to whose authorship was stated as "Wahlenb. Msc." Since Wahlenberg is the author of the text of that paragraph, the name is therefore cited as V. aethiobola Wahlenb., not "Wahlenb. ex Ach." nor "Wahlenb. in Ach." (unless a full bibliographic citation is given), regardless of the other description of the same taxon provided at the same time by Acharius."
This change is proposed to make it clear that the authorship in this Example is determined by the authorship of the relevant text rather than by ascription, because the name itself was not directly ascribed in that publication neither to Wahlenberg nor to Acharius. We believe that this Example is more relevant to Art. 46.6, to which it should be moved. This provision is practically self-evident because, for Art. 46.3 to apply, the meaning of a stated authorship of a name is to be found by evaluation of external sources that are referred to in the protologue. It may be ascription if it is not a reference to a basionym or replaced synonym (except for the rare cases when it may cover both options), and in order to determine that a possible basionym or replaced synonym is already validly published one should consult external sources. Nevertheless, adding this mention is desirable because of the strict wording of Art. 46.8 ("only internal evidence … is to be accepted").
The use of internal vs. external evidence has much been debated also in the context of Art. 46. Using unpublished sources as manuscripts and notes in collections would have been too impractical to resolve minor questions of correct ascription, whereas the use of published external sources is needed to distinguish between ascription and indirect reference. This means that in any case someone is already required to consult available published sources in order to be sure that a stated authorship is not a reference to the basionym or replaced synonym. As no extra work or any new condition is implied here, we propose to formalize this practice in the wording of this amended paragraph.
The current Ex. 16, reworded as proposed, is probably more at home under this revised paragraph. Wilson's statement "if ever generically separated we propose the name of Dichelodontium" (l.c.) does not unequivocally associate (Art. 46.2) the designation Dichelodontium with any other author; as evident from the narrative style in other comments of this work, Wilson consistently employed this first-person plural as pluralis modestiae, typically of scientific
